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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
September 21 , 2006 has been entered. 

Claims 1, 6, 16, 29, 40 and 50 have been amended. Claim 2 has been canceled. 
Claims 1 and 3-53 are now pending in this application. 

Response to Amendments 

2. Applicant's amendments to claims 1 , 6, 16, 29, 40 and 50 are acknowledged. 
Applicant's cancellation of claim 2 is acknowledged. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection provided 
below. 



Application/Control Number: 10/735,018 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3623 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1 , 3-4, 6-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a,e) as being anticipated by 
Nagan et al. (U.S. 2003/0126049). 

As per claim 1, Nagan et al. discloses a computer-implemented method of 
compiling a customer information set that complies with regulatory criteria, the method 
comprising: 

providing an overall question set having a plurality of questions (paragraphs 30 
and 70; A set of targeted questions is used, where the responses enable risk 
assessment.); 

determining from the overall question set a basic question set, wherein each 
question of the basic question set is associated with an expected answer and wherein 
the basic question set comprises the minimum number of sequenced questions the 
answers to which would be sufficient to meet the regulatory criteria if no unexpected 
answers are given (paragraphs 65 and 75; The basic question set includes initial, or a 



Application/Control Number: 10/735,018 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3623 

minimum number of, questions whose responses are needed to adequately assess a 
level of risk.); 

providing criteria for supplementing the basic question set with additional 
questions from the overall question set within the sequence of the basic question set, 
based on receiving an answer that differs from the expected answer, wherein the 
criteria are structured to minimize the number of remaining questions that must be 
answered in order to comply with the regulatory criteria (paragraphs 58, 65 and 76; 
Some questions trigger additional questions to the basic question set, such as 
additional questions beginning with "if yes" or "if no" to the previous question. The 
remaining questions that must be answered are minimized depending on previous 
answers.); and 

conducting an optimized interactive customer survey with a customer using the 
overall question set, the basic question set, the expected answer and the criteria for 
supplementing the basic question set, wherein the basic question set is supplemented 
according to the criteria each time an answer is received that differs from the expected 
answer, and returning to the sequence of the basic question set once the supplemental 
additional questions from the overall question set are completed (paragraphs 27, 72, 
75-76; The system asks the questions to customers via an interactive electronic survey. 
As discussed above, if unexpected answers are provided to a question, then the initial 
set of questions branches to additional questions such as those that begin with "if yes" 
or "if no" to the previous question. Likewise, certain responses will also bypass the 
asking of certain questions, thereby minimizing the questions asked.). 
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As per claim 3, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 1, wherein 
the action of conducting an optimized interactive customer survey includes: 

displaying to a user the at least one question of the basic question set 
(paragraph 70); receiving from the user an answer to the at least one question of the 
basic question set (paragraph 72); determining whether the received answer differs 
from the expected answer associated with the at least one question of the basic 
question set (58, 65, 75-76); responsive to a determination that the answer differs from 
the expected answer associated with the at least one question of the basic question set, 
establishing an updated question set using the overall question set, the basic question 
set and the criteria for modifying the basic question set (58, 65, 75-76); and displaying 
to the user at least one question from the updated question set (paragraphs 58, 65, 75- 
76; See page 26, question 3, which is only answered by the user if they answered "yes" 
to question 2, thereby adding questions to the initial question set based on an 
unexpected answer.). 

As per claim 4, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 1 , further 
comprising: 

constructing a customer information set using answers received during the 
optimized interactive customer survey and storing the customer information set 
(paragraphs 53 and 71; Customer answers are received and stored and used to 
develop historical customer data.). 

As per claim 6, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 1 further 
comprising: 
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associating an anticipated answer set with at least one of the plurality of 
supplemental additional questions, the anticipated answer set comprising at least one 
anticipated answer (paragraphs 58, 65, 75-76; See page 26, question 3, which is only 
answered by the user if they answered "yes" to question 2, thereby adding questions to 
the initial question set based on an unexpected answer. The supplemental additional 
questions have associated anticipated answers.); and 

responsive to receiving during the optimized interactive customer survey an 
answer to the at least one of the plurality of supplemental additional questions that 
matches one of the at least one anticipated answer, determining a risk contribution 
factor to be associated with the received answer (paragraphs 52 and 74; Each response 
to each question has an assigned scores which contribute to the overall risk factor.). 

As per claim 7, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 6 wherein the 
risk contribution factor is determined from a predetermined risk contribution factor value 
associated with the at least one anticipated answer (paragraphs 46-47; Anticipated 
answers have predetermined risk contribution factor values.). 

As per claim 8, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 7 wherein the 
risk contribution factor is determined based on a risk factor calculation that uses a first 
predetermined risk factor value, the first predetermined risk factor value being 
associated with the at least one anticipated answer (paragraphs 46-47, 65-66; 
Anticipated answers have predetermined risk contribution factor values. Total risk 
factors are calculated by adding the risk contribution factor values of each response 
submitted by the customer.). 



Application/Control Number: 10/735,018 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3623 

As per claim 9, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 8 wherein the 
risk factor calculation also uses a second predetermined risk factor value, the second 
predetermined risk factor value being associated with a second anticipated answer that 
has been matched by a received answer (paragraphs 46-47, 65-66; Anticipated 
answers have predetermined risk contribution factor values. Total risk factors are 
calculated by adding the risk contribution factor values of each response submitted by 
the customer.). 

As per claim 10, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 1 further 
comprising: 

associating an anticipated answer set with at least one of the plurality of 
questions, the anticipated answer set comprising at least one anticipated answer 
(paragraphs 58, 65, 75-76; See page 26, question 3, which is only answered by the 
user if they answered "yes" to question 2, thereby adding questions to the initial 
question set based on an unexpected answer. The supplemental additional questions 
have associated anticipated answers.); and 

responsive to receiving during the optimized interactive customer survey an 
answer to the at least one of the plurality of questions that matches one of the at least 
one anticipated answer, determining an aggregate risk value (paragraphs 46-47, 65-66; 
Anticipated answers have predetermined risk contribution factor values. Total risk 
factors are calculated by adding the risk contribution factor values of each response 
submitted by the customer.). 
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As per claim 1 1 , Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 10 wherein 
the risk contribution factor is determined from a predetermined risk contribution factor 
value associated with the at least one anticipated answer (paragraphs 46-47, 65-66). 

As per claim 12, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 1 1 wherein 
the risk contribution factor is determined based on a risk factor calculation that uses a 
first predetermined risk factor value, the first predetermined risk factor value being 
associated with the at least one anticipated answer (paragraphs 46-47, 65-66). 

As per claim 13, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 12 wherein 
the risk factor calculation also uses a second predetermined risk factor value, the 
second predetermined risk factor value being associated with a second anticipated 
answer that has been matched by a received answer (paragraphs 46-47, 65-66). 

As per claim 14, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 1, wherein 
the action of conducting an optimized interactive customer survey is carried out as part 
of a front-end customer identification procedure (paragraphs 25 and 30). 

Claims 16-53 recite substantially similar subject matter to claims 1,3-4, 6-14 
above. Therefore, claims 16-53 are rejected on the same basis as claims 1 , 3-4, 6-14 
above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 5 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nagan et al. (U.S. 2003/0126049). 

As per claim 5, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 1 , wherein 
the basic question set includes a plurality of questions from the overall question set and 
wherein the action of conducting an optimized interactive customer survey includes: 

displaying a first display question set consisting of a plurality of questions from 
the basic question set including at least one question having an associated answer; 
receiving from the user an answer to the at least one question having an associated 
expected answer; determining whether the received answer differs from the expected 
answer associated with the at least one question having an associated expected 
answer; and responsive to a determination that the answer differs from the expected 
answer, establishing an updated question set using the overall question set, the basic 
question set and the criteria for modifying the basic question set and displaying a 
question set consisting of a plurality of questions from the updated question set 
(paragraphs 58, 65, 75-76; See page 26, question 3, which is only answered by the 
user if they answered "yes" to question 2, thereby adding questions to the initial 
question set based on an unexpected answer.). 
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Nagan et al. does not expressly disclose displaying a second question set that is 
different from the first displayed question set; rather, Nagan et al. has the overall 
question set on one display and based on answers to questions, may require the user to 
answer additional questions already displayed, thereby modifying the basic question set 
required of the user to answer (paragraphs 58, 65, 75-76; See page 26, question 3, 
which is only answered by the user if they answered "yes" to question 2, thereby adding 
questions to the initial question set based on an unexpected answer.). It is old and well 
known in the art of interactive interfaces to dynamically alter contents of the interface to 
facilitate the interactivity of the interface. Thus, altering an initial displayed question set 
so that a second question set is displayed is one such example of dynamically altering 
contents of an interactive interface. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Nagan et al. to have the 
displayed question set change based on answers to previous questions as doing so 
facilitates the input of responses to the questions by indicating to the user exactly what 
questions must be answered, thereby enhancing the ease of use of the interactive 
survey. 

As per claim 15, Nagan et al. discloses a method according to claim 1 further 
comprising: 

determining for at least one basic question set whether an answer to the at least 
one basic question set may be determined from non-customer-supplied information 
(paragraph 73; An authorized agent (i.e., non-customer) may provide the answers to the 
questions on behalf of the customer.). However, Nagan et al. does not expressly 
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disclose responsive to a determination that an answer to the at least one basic question 
set may be determined from non-customer-supplied information, removing the at least 
one basic question set from the basic question set. However, it is old and well known in 
the art of customer surveys to not ask a customer a question that has already been 
answered to avoid repetition and inconveniencing the customer. Therefore, at the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify Nagan et al. to remove a question to be asked of the customer if the answer has 
already been obtained by a non-customer means as doing so enhances convenience of 
taking the survey for the user as the user has less questions to answer. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• lliff (U.S. 6,270,456) discusses a medical diagnostic device that uses a script to 
ask a sequence of questions; 

• Lawrence (U.S. 2002/01 38408) discusses an automated account risk 
management system; 

• Altman et al. (U.S. 5,572,421 ) discusses a portable medical questionnaire; 

• Osborne et al. (U.S. 6,589,055) discusses an interactive employee training 
system; 

• San Miguel (U.S. 2003/0101086) discusses a decision tree software system; and 
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• Barton et al. (U.S. 2002/0059093) discusses a system for compliance program 
assessment. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to C. Michelle Tarae whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6727. The examiner can normally be reached Monday - Friday from 8:30am to 
5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz, can be reached at 571-272-6729. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




"C. Michelle Tarae 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3623 



December 8, 2006 



